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Subject: REPORT ON THE FEASIBILITY OF COMMUNITY CHOICE AGGREGATION
AND RECOMMENDATIONS ON ACTIONS REQUIRED TO IMPLEMENT A
COMMUNITY CHOICE AGGREGATION PROGRAM

As instructed by your Board on March 17, 2015 the Internal Services Department (1SD)
is reporting back on the feasibility of Community Choice Aggregation (CCA) and the
actions required for the County to investigate and implement a CCA program.
Specifically, your Board asked the County Office of Sustainability, in the Internal Services
Department, in cooperation with the Chief Executive Office, to do the following:

1. Assess the costs, benefits and risks associated with developing a CCA program
within the County;

2. Summarize other jurisdictions’ experiences in implementing CCA programs and
impacts on consumers’ electricity costs;

3. Identify potential CCA governance and financial models for ongoing operations;

4. Work with cities within the County to gauge their interest in CCA and to assess the
potential benefits of consistency and scale in a countywide CCA program;

5. Meet with local utilities to assess the potential benefits of partnering to develop a
CCA in the region;

6. Identify up to $150,000 in funding to conduct a feasibility analysis of initiating a
CCA; and
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7. Submit a written report to the Board of Supervisors in 90 days on these issues,
with a recommendation on additional actions required to implement a Community
Choice Aggregation program.

This memorandum provides a report back to your Board that finds that CCA is a feasible
alternative for local governments to control their clean power local economies and
recommends additional activities as next steps.

Recommendations and Next Steps

ISD recommends the following actions, which are discussed in detail in the attached
report: _

e |SD should move forward with an investigation for the development of a CCA
program to serve the County unincorporated areas and, potentially, incorporated
cities within the County and other jurisdictions within the region.

e ISD will create and lead a Community Choice Aggregation Task Force with
representatives of other jurisdictions and other stakeholders.

e |ISD will obtain preliminary technical analyses of the benefits of CCA using an
estimated $300,000 in funds from its Fiscal Year 2015-16 budget.

e |ISD wil provide bi-monthly reports on the status of developing a
CCA program for the County and/or cities within the County, and next steps for
your Board to consider.

e |SD will report back, after working with the Task Force, various consultants and
CCA service providers, and other stakeholders, with a final report on CCA
costs/benefits, risks, and key decision points for your Board to consider on forming
and operating a CCA.

The attached report also describes how CCAs operate, key activities and functions of a
CCA, and responds to your Board’s questions in the March 17, 2015 motion.

Conclusion

The benefits of a successful CCA are now being seen in Marin and Sonoma Counties.
They are providing lower rates, offering more choices for cleaner power for retail
customers, and developing innovative customer programs. A review of their financial
statements indicates that they have created net positive revenues after one year of
operation and in the case of Marin (which has operated since 2012) annual net revenues
have grown each year of operation. The City of Lancaster, in its CCA filing at the CPUC,
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I. Introduction

A Board motion on March 17, 2015 directed the Internal Services Department (ISD) to
report back on the feasibility of a Community Choice Aggregation program.

The County, through ISD, has shown increasingly more proactive levels of energy
management sophistication and self-determination. Pursuing a CCA program follows the
progression noted by the CPUC.

ISD created a centralized energy management organization (Energy Management
Division - EMD) in 1994. In 2002, ISD’s EMD became a Local Government Partnership
program participant with SCE and this relationship continues to this day. In 2008, ISD
created the County Office of Sustainability (COS) in response to California’s landmark
greenhouse gas reduction requirements under Assembly Bill 32 (Global Warming
Solutions Act). In 2009 and 2010 ISD’s COS acquired ARRA grant funding and
developed and implemented community green building, clean energy and efficiency
programs throughout the County and led a Statewide partnership of local governments
to implement programs throughout the region and the State.

The County also received approval from the CPUC in 2011 to administer the Southern
California Regional Energy Network (SoCalREN) to continue successful ARRA and other
County-initiated programs throughout the entire Southern California region using
investor-owned utility ratepayer funding. The SoCalREN has received $90 million for
calendar years 2013 thru 2015 and will be applying for continued funding beginning in
2016.

Il. Overview of Community Choice Aggregation Programs (CCAs)

CCAs are governmental entities formed by cities and counties to serve the energy
requirements and goals of their local residents and businesses. In 2002, the California
State legislature enacted AB 117, which:

1. authorized the creation of CCAs,
2. described essential CCA program elements,
3. required the state's utilities to provide certain services to CCAs, and
4. established methods to protect existing utility customers from liabilities that
they might otherwise incur when a portion of the utility's customers transfer
their energy services to a CCA.
In 2003, the CPUC approved regulations governing the requirements for cities and

counties to create CCAs, how CCAs would operate with the incumbent investor-owned
utilities, and how the CPUC would regulate CCAs.
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System Operator (CAISO). The CCA is also responsible for the delivery of wholesale
. power out of the transmission system and into the electric distribution system for delivery
to retail electricity customers. In southern California, the electric distribution system is
primarily managed by Southern California Edison (SCE). The utilities, under their
existing billing systems infrastructure, collect the retail rate payments from all customers
and transfer the CCA customer revenues to the CCA.

Once a CCA is formed the consumer may either be a customer of the CCA or the 10U.
Customers must proactively “opt out” of the CCA program to remain an 10U customer.
If no “opt out” occurs, the customer remains with the CCA. The CCA is the default
provider of service.

CCAs do not operate in municipal electric utility territories. For example, the City of Los
Angeles is served by Los Angeles Department of Water & Power and the cities of
Glendale, Burbank, Pasadena, and Azusa are served by their municipally-owned electric
utilities.

lll. Reasons for the Creation of CCAs

As stated by the CPUC, local governments are becoming increasingly more proactive in
local energy programs and energy issues. California’s efforts at reducing greenhouse
gas emissions are driving cities and counties to look at increasing the amount of
renewable power being used in their communities. Regional clean energy production
and supply, energy efficiency and sustainability issues can most effectively be addressed
by a regional CCA. For example, some jurisdictions desire 100% renewable power for
their communities; this likely can only be accomplished through a CCA. Additionally, a
CCA allows local governments to design rates and programs that can encourage and
increase the use of renewable energy by their customers. The offerings of a regional
CCA can be particularly tailored to the needs and policies of the region.

The experiences of existing California CCAs that have operated for several years, for
example Marin Clean Energy (MCE) and Sonoma Clean Power (SCP), indicate that
those regional CCAs can offer customers electricity supplies with more renewable power
than their incumbent utility (Pacific Gas & Electric — PG&E) and at lower rates. A
comparison of these rates against PG&E is provided at the end of this report. The City
of Lancasters CCA, Lancaster Community Energy (LCE), has launched its initial
operational phase this year and will phase in a larger number of customers in early 2016.

Also, a review of recent financial statements from MCE and SCP’s Accountants’
Compilation Reports reveal that they are:

1. providing wholesale power with options for greener energy portfolios,

2. doing so with competitive and Iéwer rates than PG&E, and
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and support implementation of its CCA. Santa Clara County is also anticipating start-up
and implementation support costs to exceed $1 million.

However, since the launch of MCE and SCP, and prior to the launch of LCE, at least two
alternative business models for initiating CCAs have emerged. Under one model, a
consortium of companies will conduct the feasibility tasks at no charge to the potential
CCA and assist the CCA in securing longer term financing for wholesale power
procurement costs. This entity would then be paid for these services after the CCA
becomes operational out of revenues from retail customers.

An additional CCA model involves an entity that will provide all services to a CCA as
“turnkey”; including feasibility studies, start-up costs, wholesale power procurement, and
ongoing staffing and administration. This entity invests in an infrastructure to provide
these services “turnkey” to multiple CCAs. Again, these upfront costs are returned to
that entity through ongoing revenues from the operating CCAs.

Benefits

The benefits of a successful CCA are generally described here. Detailed information
about the actual operations of MCE and SCP, and the forecasted operations for LCE,
are detailed further in this report.

As mentioned earlier, CCAs are becoming more popular because communities and local
jurisdictions want to provide a greater percentage of renewable power in retail customer
supply portfolios. This is driven by their desire to reduce the amount of greenhouse gas
production caused by electricity consumption in their jurisdictions. In some cases,
jurisdictions have established net-zero greenhouse gas production due to electricity
consumption.

Differences between CCAs and I0Us also spur local interest in CCAs. CCAs are
government programs so no shareholders, and shareholder returns, are involved. I0OUs
are allowed a guaranteed return on investment for their operating expenses (around
11%) whereas CCAs’, as non-profit entities, return on investment will typically be used
to enhance operations and maintain stable or lower rates.

CCAs also design their own retail rates for end-use customers, for example: single family
residential, multifamily, small business, commercial and industrial. This presents
opportunities for CCAs to design rates and programs to increase renewable energy
production by customers. For example, both MCE and SCP are operating programs that
allow customers to install solar panels and sell excess power back to the CCA at a
known, fixed rate. Currently this is available only on a limited basis by the IOUs. Both
MCE and SCP offer a retail rate that provides a 100% renewable power supply. Even
though it is more expensive than PG&E'’s rates, customers are choosing this “all-green”
option. LCE will offer similar rate options.
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CCAs in California are also more inclined to purchase wholesale power from local or
regional power generators, whether renewable or traditional, gas-fired projects.
Potential, local renewable generation sites under review by CCAs include: vacant
property owned by jurisdictions, local brownfield sites, designated flood control areas,
and other land that is not being utilized. Interestingly, SCP is even investigating solar
panels mounted on floating barges. In addition to helping to preserve large areas under
review for utility-scale renewable power projects, smaller, local projects promote local
jobs both for their construction and operation.

Risks

Risks are minimal since a CCA designs rates to collect operating costs plus
administration and utility customer payments are extremely reliable (much like property
tax payments). Ideally, a CCA will retain all or most retail electricity customers if they
offer competitive, or lower, electric rates compared to the incumbent 10U. And given
that CCAs retain all retail customers unless they proactively “opt out” to return to the
incumbent IOU, the CCA does not need to convince customers to join the CCA program.

However, CCAs are not risk free. If a CCA could not maintain competitive retail rates,
customers would likely “opt out” and return to the incumbent IOU. The CCA executes
agreements for wholesale power over short/medium/iong terms for delivery to retail
customers. If the CCA owns a power supply contract that is not competitive with the
IOUs due to significant market fluctuation, its retail customer rates may become higher
than the IOUs and customers will “opt out.” Ifthe CCA no longer has the retail customers
to meet the wholesale power commitments, expenses will exceed revenues and the CCA
may no longer operate. As the County has seen first-hand in recent years, natural gas
remains an extremely volatile commodity, and this directly impacts the price of power
from traditional, natural gas-fired generation sources. Even though a CCA seeks to
increase wholesale renewable power supply, it must still procure traditionally generated
power in a volatile market and must develop and execute a sound power supply risk
management strategy which is also impacted by forecasts on how many, and which type
of, customers will remain with the CCA in the future.

Also, CCAs are regulated by the CPUC and regulatory changes regarding CCA
operations may threaten their viability. The amount of the bond required to be posted by
CCAs could increase with the advent of more, and different, CCAs. The operation of
CCAs may not unduly harm existing IOU customers; i.e., customers that remain with the
IOUs cannot have their rates increased because a CCA begins operation. Thus a CCA’s
customers may be charged an “exit fee” which ensures this price stability for customers
that remain with the IOUs. The regulations regarding this transaction may change in the
future.
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On May 1, 2014, SCP became the second CCA launched in California. The agency
reported an 11% opt-out rate during the initial phase of customer enroliment, which is
below the estimated 25%-30% opt out rate projected in its implementation plan.

The initial start-up funding was provided to SCP via a bank credit facility that was drawn
upon as needed to cover expenditures. SCP will recover the principal and interest costs
associated with the start-up funding through retail rates. It is anticipated that the start-up
costs will be fully recovered via rates within the first several years of operations.

SCP offers two renewable energy plans for its customers. The first is the CleanStart
option, which incorporates 33% of the energy, procured from renewable sources and the
EverGreen option, which incorporates 100%. SCP was able to focus on local and
regional renewable project procurement much earlier than MCE, with more than 80 MW
of solar in the pipeline, including a 12.5 MW project that will be built on the property of
the Sonoma County Water Agency.

So far in the 2014-2015 fiscal year, revenues have exceeded expenses by over $9.5
million, resulting in a net position of over $9.4 million, as of January 31, 2015. As SCP
continues to phase in more business and residential customers, the agency has seen its
gross operating revenues grow from almost $9.7 million in FY 2013-2014 to $47.9 million
in FY 2014-2015. SCP reported expenses of $8.5 in FY 2013-2014 and $38 million in
FY 2014-2015.

Lancaster Community Energy (LCE)

Launched in May 2015, LCE is a municipal service formed for the purpose of
implementing a CCA serving businesses and residents in the City of Lancaster.

LCE is currently phasing in all 640 municipal accounts and then non-residential and
residential accounts in early 2016; LCE estimates 18% and 23% opt out rates,
respectively. It is assumed that LCE customer growth will offset opt outs over time,
resulting in a relatively stable customer base (0.6% annual growth) over the noted
planning period.

The estimated total for staffing, contractor and LCE initiation costs are expected to be
approximately $5.5 million over the first four years, not including power procurement
costs. These are costs that will ultimately be collected through LCE program rates;
however, most of these costs will be incurred prior to the LCE selling its first kWh of
electricity.
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LCE is operated through the City of Lancaster. The City Council is the local authority
with jurisdiction over LCE. It decides over policies, rate changes, and appoints a
committee to oversee LCE’s operational activities. The City Manager oversees LCE to
ensure compliance with the implementation plan and other city policies. Internal staff and
specialized service contractors provide support. This approach allows Lancaster local
control of the procurement and distribution of renewable energy while maintaining
accountability and transparency with its constituents.

For a variety of other reasons, it may be more prudent to have the day-to-day
administration and management of programs under a different organizational structure
given that these programs: utilize agreements with cities, counties and other public
agencies, span the entire SCE service territory, involve risks not typically managed by
County departments, benefit from timely decision-making, and require flexible and
nimble administrative support (e.g.; human resources, procurement, contracting).

The suggested Task Force will investigate and recommend governance options for a
CCA, or CCAs, within the County.

d. Work with cities within the County to gauge their interest in a CCA and to
assess the potential benefits of consistency and scale in a countywide CCA
program

On May 18, 2015, The Local Government Sustainable Energy Coalition (LGSEC), LEAN
Energy and the California State Association of Counties (CSAC) hosted a statewide CCA
event in downtown Los Angeles at the Biltmore Hotel. The County, through ISD/COS,
was one of many sponsors of the event. Nearly 200 people attended the event including
representatives of MCE, SCP and LCE, consultants for those same CCAs, CCA service
providers and consultants, interested public/private stakeholders and about 140
representatives of local governments, including many local elected officials and
executive staff. ,

The purpose of the event was to provide attendees a condensed version of why MCE,
SCP and LCE were formed and why other jurisdictions are investigating CCAs.
Additionally, CCA experts provided high level explanations of how and why CCAs work
and recommended next steps for investigating establishing a CCA.

ISD/COS communicated with many Councils of Governments (COGs) and individual
jurisdictions about attending the event as a way to expedite the “learning curve” for key
local government resources about CCA. As recommended in the Board Memorandum
response to the Board’s March 17, 2015 motion, and in the proposed next steps in this
report, ISD/COS will follow up with local jurisdictions about their interest in continuing to
explore CCA, and importantly, their interest in joining a CCA Task Force that is proposed
to be developed and led by ISD/COS.
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ISD/COS has already been in communications with the existing CCAs, and the
alternative CCA financial model developers, about advantages and disadvantages of
certain sizing and scaling of CCAs in southern California. Clearly some CCA activities
benefit from larger regional size and scale (e.g.; wholesale power procurement,
operational financing) while certain decision-making (establishment of renewable power
goals, unique local program offerings) may be more desirable at a more local or city
level.

e. Meet with local utilities to assess the potential benefits of partnering
to develop a CCA in the region

ISD/COS has met with the City of Los Angeles Department of Water & Power (LADWP)
executives to discuss the concept of partnering benefits. The Southern California
Regional Energy Network (SoCalREN), administered by ISD/COS, already works with
LADWP on implementation of SoCalREN customer programs in the City of Los Angeles
(e.g.; Home Upgrade incentives, single-family residential energy upgrade loans, and
residential and commercial Property Assessed Clean Energy (PACE) financing). These
discussions will continue as the ISD/COS further investigates CCA.

Additionally, ISD/COS has met with the Southern California Public Power Association
(SCPPA). SCPPA provides aggregated services to the municipal utilities operating in
Southern California (LADWP, Burbank Water & Power, Glendale Water & Power, and
Azusa Power & Light). These services include partnerships in ownership of traditional
and renewable power plants and technical consulting services. SCPPA is currently
considering how the potential growth of CCAs in the region may benefit their business
model and how they may provide any assistance to CCAs in the region.

ISD/COS has also met with executives of SCE to confirm the level of coordination and
cooperation SCE would provide in assisting jurisdictions in their service territory in
investigating development of a CCA. SCE provides a website listing the CPUC
regulations and the various information SCE provides to entities investigating CCAs.
SCE also provides a CCA account manager to work with these jurisdictions.

f. Identify up to $150,000 in funding to conduct a feasibility analysis of
initiating a CCA

ISD/COS will have funding in ISD’s Fiscal Year 2015-16 Operating Budget to engage a
team of consultants who can initiate some technical analyses on CCA operations in our
region. Working with ISD/COS and other stakeholders, the consultant team will also
assist in developing a schedule of next steps for creating a CCA. As mentioned
previously, at a minimum the feasibility analyses will cost $250,000, per our discussions
with Marin and Sonoma Counties. ‘
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g. Submit a written report to the Board of Supervisors in 90 days on these
issues, with a recommendation on additional actions required to implement
a Community Choice Aggregation program

As the Board Memorandum recommends, the following steps outlined below are
necessary to fully assess, and potentially implement, a CCA with the County as a lead
participant. Part of the proposed Task Force’s responsibilities will be to provide a more
thorough assessment and evaluation of CCA in the region in depth and scope beyond
this 90-day-report-back to the Board.

V. Further Description of Tasks to Investigate Formation of a CCA

a. CCA Task Force

The recommendation to create a CCA Task Force allows the County and representatives
of other cities to quickly and jointly discuss the elements of a CCA program within the
County and make recommendations to their respective governing bodies regarding the
following, among other things:

Goals and objectives for individual and/or joint CCAs;
Development of a CCA implementation plan;
Recommended CCA organization structure;
Development of organization governing documents;
Plan for funding the implementation of CCA,;

Launch of a local or regional CCA.

The Task Force will report back to their respective governing and executive bodies on
the progress of these deliberations and any final recommendations. Under existing CCA
implementing legislation, each jurisdiction determines whether to form or join a CCA
through a vote of their elected officials.

The Task Force, initially, could consist of the following:

e County of Los Angeles, ISD County Office of Sustainability (ISD/COS)

e County of Los Angeles, ISD Standards and Practices

e Representatives of the South Bay Clean Power Organization and Other Cities that
have adopted the South Bay Clean Power Resolution

o Representatives of Other Councils of Government that may be interested in CCA

e Representatives of Other Regional Organizations that have supported regional
CCA efforts (Price School of Public Affairs, University of Southern California;
Luskin Center for Innovation, UCLA

e ISD/COS CCA Consultant Team
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b. Funding for Initial Technical and Financial Analyses of CCA Operations

The Task Force will also oversee the initial technical and financial analyses required for
formation of CCA. These initial steps include:

e Procuring electricity consumption information within each jurisdiction considering
CCA from Southern California Edison (SCE);

» Providing technical advisory support on CCA development using a CCA
consuitant that ISD/COS will engage through an Energy Support Services Master
Agreement (ESSMA) solicitation;

» Developing modeling which determines: the electricity loads to be served within
CCA jurisdictions, the approximate costs to procure wholesale power to serve the
electricity loads (traditional and clean power), scenarios for the number of
customers to be served, and other costs associated with operating a CCA;

e Presenting more detailed costs, benefits, risks and next steps to local elected
officials and executives as to whether to move forward with forming a CCA.

There are other significant costs associated with implementing a CCA program. These
include the activities below which are typically not undertaken until approvals have been
received on forming a CCA. The Task Force will examine these options and make a
recommendation to the participating jurisdictions’ elected officials and executives.

» Development of final governing documents and presentation to jurisdictions for
review and execution;

» Development and implementation of a marketing and outreach campaign for retail
electricity customers under a CCA:

e Acquisition of financial partner(s) to finance the set-up and launch of the CCA
operations,

» Procurement and delivery of wholesale power, coordination with Southern
California Edison (SCE), design of retail customer electricity rates;

* Final legal, financial and technical review of CCA program details.

» Regulatory filings at the California Public Utilites Commission (CPUC);

» Executing agreements with SCE to establish working relationship between them
and a CCA.

These costs can be funded by the jurisdictions considering forming or joining a CCA.
They can easily range as high as several million dollars or more, depending on the
ultimate size of the CCA. However, new CCA service providers operating in the market
indicate that they can perform the tasks associated with developing and implementing a
CCA with no upfront cost to the CCA jurisdictions. These service providers would be
paid after CCA launch and their expenses would be paid out of operating revenues. The
success of the three operating CCAs in California may also increase the level of interest
from local and larger financial institutions that may view CCA as a reliable, revenue-
generating business model.
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c. Bi-Monthly Status Reports

The Task Force will consist of representatives from jurisdictions that are familiar with
CCA and will be advised by the CCA consultant retained by ISD/COS. There are several
preliminary options regarding CCA that the Task Force will discuss and make
recommendations. It is important that each jurisdiction be apprised ofthe issues the Task
Force is considering and the conclusions that are reached. Monthly reporting by
ISD/COS to your Board and others will accomplish this. Some of these issues are listed
below:

e Isone large CCA that includes the County and cities more desirable than multiple,
smaller CCAs (e.g.; Marin and Sonoma include those counties plus their cities,
while Lancaster has its own CCA)?

e What are the objectives of a CCA (e.g.; more energy choices for communities and
constituents, greater clean power supply, lower rates, revenue generation for the
jurisdictions, creation of local jobs)?

e What is the appropriate governance model (e.g.; Joint Powers Authority, existing
County/City operations, utilization of other existing organizations)?

e What is the source of funding for various CCA implementation stages (e.g.;
jurisdictions’ general fund or program budgets, potential grant funding, no-upfront
cost CCA service providers, other local financing sources)?

e What are the critical milestone events to report to jurisdictions’ elected officials
and executives (decision on and creation of governance model, availability of
funds, results of technical and financial analyses, search for financial partners)?

e What are the more precise benefits and risks associated with joining or
implementing a CCA?

The work of the Task Force will be described in the bi-monthly reporting in order to
ensure that your Board is aware of the progress and key decisions being made towards
implementing a CCA in the region. The monthly reporting will also ensure that the Board
understands the ramifications and risks associated with creating or joining a CCA.

d. Final Report and Recommendation for County Action on CCA

CCA is a significant undertaking. The County, potentially in partnership with other cities
in the County, will decide if they want to participate in a program in which a CCA will
replace the incumbent investor-owned electric utility (Southern California Edison) in
several electric utility services:

e Procurement of wholesale electricity (whether from wholesale providers, directly
procured from large power generating stations, and including development of
local generation sources);

o Delivery of wholesale electricity into SCE’s local electrical grid;

e Design of retail electricity customer rates (residential, commercial, industrial)
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e Communication with retail electricity customers about power supply, new rates,
new efficiency programs, and choices that they have regarding suppliers;

e Implementation of new programs encouraging renewable power generation and
energy efficiency.

The County does not necessarily need to make a large financial investment in CCA. We
believe that ISD/COS can complete the initial technical and financial analyses for
$300,000. The initial work will inform more rigorous technical work that will determine
whether CCA rates can be lower than SCE and whether positive operating revenues can
be attained. As mentioned earlier, other options for moving forward with the initial
technical and feasibility analyses, and for initial start-up and implementation of a CCA
exist. These will be explored and reported on in future Task Force reporting. Also, COS
has made formal requests to the Department of Energy and the California Energy
Commission if remaining American Recovery and Reinvestment Act grant funds that
COS still retains may be used for CCA implementation purposes.

The benefits being seen in Marin and Sonoma Counties’ CCAs are real. These CCAs
provide options for retail customers to select rates with greater amounts of renewable
energy and, in nearly all cases, with direct comparison to Pacific Gas and Electric
(PG&E) Company’s rates, these CCA’s offer lower rates. These CCAs are also
encouraging and utilizing development of local clean energy projects, which results in
local clean energy jobs; innovative programs for encouraging more energy efficiency and
customer generated clean energy, and community involvement in the decisions about
delivery of these services and programs. The City of Lancaster's CCA program is not
yet fully operational but its implementation plan filed at the CPUC describes delivering
these same benefits.

There are risks associated with operating a CCA, even with relatively low or no
investment by a local jurisdiction in CCA. CCAs execute contracts for purchase of
electricity based on projections of customers that will be served by the CCA. If customers
proactively choose to remain with the incumbent utility in volumes greater than predicted,
or if a CCA enters into electricity supply contracts that result in higher rates than SCE,
then the CCA may have contractual obligations that cannot be met due to insufficient
numbers of customers. These risks can be mitigated but a CCA cannot be risk-free.

The final report and recommendations on CCA implementation from the Task Force will
include a more detailed assessment of these benefits and risks.

Vl. Rate Comparisons with Incumbents I0Us
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CHARGE ($/KW)  sUMMER TR PEAK 23.74 CHARGE {$/KW)  SUMMER TR PEAK $ 2265 -
$
SUMMER TR MID-PEAK ~ 6.55 SUMMER TR MID-PEAK S 6.40
TOU-8-PRI-A i TOU-8-PRI-A
ENERGY CHARGE ENERGY CHARGE
(S/KWH) SUMMER 1 ($/KWH) SUMMER
$
] PEAK 0.30225 PEAK ) $ 0.36575
$
MID-PEAK 0.09477 MID-PEAK $ 0.10453
$
VVVVVVV OFF-PEAK 0.03339 OFF-PEAK $ 0.02898 |
$
MID-PEAK 0.05703 ) MID-PEAK $ 0.05413
$
- OFF-PEAK 003913 | OFF-PEAK  $ 0.03426 )
| TOU-8-PRI-B | TOU-8-PRI-B
ENERGY CHARGE ENERGY CHARGE
(S/KWH) SUMMER B ($/KWH) SUMMER B
$
B PEAK 009651 PEAK  $0.10569
$
MID-PEAK 0.05396 MID-PEAK  $ 0.05237
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$

OFF-PEAK 0.03339 OFF-PEAK S 0.02898
WINTER WINTER
S
MID-PEAK 0.05703 MID-PEAK S 0.05413
S
OFF-PEAK 0.03913 OFF-PEAK S 0.03426
DEMAND S DEMAND
CHARGE ($/KW)  SUMMER TR PEAK 19.69 CHARGE ($/KW)  sumMMER TR PEAK S 2343
S
SUMMER TR MID-PEAK ~ 5.26 SUMMER TR MID-PEAK & 6.46
TOU-8-SUB-B TOU-8-SUB-B
ENERGY CHARGE ENERGY CHARGE
(S/KWH) SUMMER (S/KWH) SUMMER
S
PEAK 0.11520 PEAK S 0.09068
S
MID-PEAK 0.06067 MID-PEAK S 0.04869
S
OFF-PEAK 0.03606 OFF-PEAK S 0.02838
WINTER WINTER
S
MID-PEAK 0.06217 MID-PEAK S 0.05172
S
OFF-PEAK 0.04128 OFF-PEAK S 0.03406
DEMAND S DEMAND
CHARGE (S/KW)  sUMMER TR PEAK 22.95 CHARGE ($/KW)  suUMMER TR PEAK S 1944
S
SUMMERTR MID-PEAK  6.49 SUMMER TR MID-PEAK & 5.19
TOU-PA-2-A TOU-PA-2-A
ENERGY CHARGE ENERGY CHARGE
($/KWH) SUMMER ($/KWH) SUMMER
S
PEAK 0.36015 PEAK S 0.34800
S
MID-PEAK 0.10802 MID-PEAK S 0.09936
S
OFF-PEAK 0.04039 OFF-PEAK S 0.03265
WINTER WINTER
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S
B MID-PEAK 0.07385 MID-PEAK $ 0.06564
S
5 OFF-PEAK 0.04719 ) OFF-PEAK $ 0.03935
TOU-PA-2-B | Tou-PA-2-B -
ENERGY CHARGE ENERGY CHARGE
($/KWH) SUMMER ($/KWH) SUMMER B
S
PEAK 0.12504 PEAK $ 0.11612
S
) MID-PEAK 0.06598 | - MID-PEAK $ 0.05788
S
OFF-PEAK 0.04039 OFF-PEAK $ 0.03265
- WINTER WINTER
S
- MID-PEAK 0.07385 B MID-PEAK $ 0.06564 )
S
77777 OFF-PEAK 0.04719 OFF-PEAK $ 0.03935
DEMAND SUMMER TR $ DEMAND SUMMER TR
CHARGE ($/KW)  PEAK 13.08 CHARGE ($/KW)  PEAK $  12.90
SUMMER TR $ SUMMER TR
MID-PEAK 3.49 B MID-PEAK $ 344
 TOU-PA-3-B | TOU-PA-3-B - ‘
ENERGY CHARGE ENERGY CHARGE
(S/KWH) SUMMER ($/KWH) SUMMER o
S
B PEAK 0.10472 PEAK $ 0.09607
S
MID-PEAK 0.05499 MID-PEAK $ 0.04703
S
OFF-PEAK 0.03413 ) OFF-PEAK $ 0.02647 )
- WINTER WINTER
S
- MID-PEAK 0.05937 N MID-PEAK. $ 005136
S
i OFF-PEAK 0.03992 OFF-PEAK $ 0.03218
DEMAND SUMMER TR $ DEMAND SUMMER TR
CHARGE ($/KW)  PEAK 11.88 | CHARGE(S/KW) PEAK ¢ 1172
SUMMER TR S SUMMER TR
B MID-PEAK 2.87 L MID-PEAK $ 283
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TOU-GS-1-A TOU-GS-1-A
ENERGY CHARGE ENERGY CHARGE
($/KWH) SUMMER (S$/KWH) SUMMER
S
PEAK 0.16344 PEAK S 0.15187
S
MID-PEAK 0.11895 MID-PEAK S 0.10871
S
OFF-PEAK 0.08937 - OFF-PEAK S 0.08002
WINTER WINTER
S
MID-PEAK 0.09026 MID-PEAK S 0.08034
S
OFF-PEAK 0.07891 OFF-PEAK S 0.06933
TOU-GS-1-B TOU-GS-1-B
ENERGY CHARGE ENERGY CHARGE
($/KWH) SUMMER ($/KWH) SUMMER
S
PEAK 0.13947 PEAK S 0.12896
S
MID-PEAK 0.05243 MID-PEAK S 0.04313
S
OFF-PEAK 0.03096 OFF-PEAK S 0.02196
WINTER WINTER
S
MID-PEAK 0.10455 MID-PEAK S 0.09453
S
OFF-PEAK 0.06605 OFF-PEAK S 0.05657
DEMAND S DEMAND
CHARGE ($/KW)  sUMMER TR PEAK 7.97 CHARGE ($/KW)  sUMMER TR PEAK ] 7.85
S
SUMMER TR MID-PEAK ~ 3.03 SUMMER TR MID-PEAK 9 2.98
TOU-GS-2-A TOU-GS-2-A
ENERGY CHARGE ENERGY CHARGE
($/KWH) SUMMER ($/KWH) SUMMER
S
PEAK 0.33333 PEAK S 0.31538
S
MID-PEAK 0.11707 MID-PEAK S 0.10561
S
OFF-PEAK 0.03747 OFF-PEAK S 0.02840
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WINTER WINTER B
S
B MID-PEAK 0.06562 MID-PEAK S 0.05570
S
OFF-PEAK 0.04275 OFF-PEAK S 0.03352
 TOU-GS-2-B | TOou-Gs-2-B -
ENERGY CHARGE ENERGY CHARGE
($/KWH) SUMMER 1 (S/KwH) SUMMER o
S
] PEAK 0.10818 PEAK $ 0.09698
S
MID-PEAK 0.06074 MID-PEAK S 0.05097
S
- _ OFF-PEAK 0.03747 ) B OFF-PEAK  $0.02840 |
- WINTER WINTER
S
i MID-PEAK 0.06562 MID-PEAK $ 0.05570 |
S
- OFF-PEAK 0.04275 OFF-PEAK $ 0.03352
DEMAND S DEMAND
| CHARGE ($/KW)  summer TR PEAK 1843 CHARGE ($/KW)  sumMER TR PEAK S 1788
S
- SUMMER TR MID-PEAK  5.39 SUMMER TR MID-PEAK S 5.23
 TOU-GS-3-B ) TOU-GS-3-B
ENERGY CHARGE ENERGY CHARGE
($/KWH) SUMMER ($/KWH) SUMMER i
S
] PEAK 0.10889 PEAK $ 0.10038
S
- MID-PEAK 0.05880 MID-PEAK $ 0.05095
S
OFF-PEAK 0.03495 OFF-PEAK $ 0.02741
D _ WINTER B WINTER e
S
MID-PEAK 0.06044 MID-PEAK S 0.05257
S
OFF-PEAK 0.03986 OFF-PEAK S 0.03226
DEMAND S DEMAND
CHARGE ($/KW)  suMMER TR PEAK 1854 CHARGE ($/KW)  sumMER TR PEAK 5 1829
S
SUMMER TR MID-PEAK ~ 5.44 SUMMER TR MID-PEAK _7$ 5.36
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